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Pursuant to the call of the Chairman, the California Law
Revision Commission met at $:30 A,M. at the Patio Room of the

Hotel del Coronado, Coronado, California on September 23, 1884 and

at 9:30 A.M., at the Crest Room of the Hotel U, 8, Grant in San

Diego, California on September 24, 1954.
PRESENT:

Mr, Thomas E. Stanton, Jr., Chairman
Honorable Jess H. Doraty; Senate

Mpe, John D. Babbage

Mr, Richard C., Fildew

Mr. Bert W, Levit

Mp. Samuel D. Tharman

Mr. Ralph N, Klaps, ex officio

ARSENT:

Honorable Stanford C. Shaw, Assembly
My, John H. Swan

Mr. John R, MoDonough, Jr., Executive Secretary of the

Commission, wvas present.

Mr. Norris Burke, Chief Research Attorney




for the Judicial Council was present during a part of the meeting
on Thnruday; September 33. During a part of the meeting on
Thursday a number of members of the Beanch and Bar were also present
at the invitation of the Commission to make suggesations for
substantive law revision.

A motion was made by Mr. Thnrnln; seconded by Mr. Babbage
and unanaimously passed that the Mimites of the Meetings of the
Commission of July 17 and August 28 be approved.

Pro o de S

The Executive Secretary reported that a contract had heen
negotiated with }Mr. Paul E, Basye to do the Probate Code study undof
Asgembly Conourrent Resolution No. 8 for an honorarium of bdetween
§750 and $1,000 to be fixed after the work is done in asccordance with
the time required to do it. This contract was negotiated pursuant
to authority given to the Chalrman at the last meeting. A4 metion
wvas made by Mr. Levit, seconded by Mr. Fildew, and unmnimoualy
passed that the contract made with Mr. Basye be ratified by the
Commission. The Chairman then appointed a commitiee of the Comuission,
consisting of Commissioners Levit and Thurman, to supervise the
study to be made by Mr. Basye. Mr. Levit was appointed Chairman
of the Committee.

Disoussion of Judicial © 1

_ The Commission discussed its relationship to the Judicial
Counoil. The Chairman reported that he had written to Chief Justice

R .
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Gibson inviting him to attend this meeting of the Commission and
that the Chief Justice had reportsd that he would not be able to
attend but that he had asked Mr, Norris Burke, Chief Research
Attorney of the Judioial Couneil, to attend and discuss with the
Commisaion the guestion of its relationshipy to the Judieial Ceuncil.
Mr, Burke was present and was introduced to the members of the
Commission., Mr. Burke was then invited to state his views as to
the socope of the Judicial Couneil's function and its relationship to
the law Revision Commission.

Mr. Barke atated that the two major current projects of
the Judioisl Council are (1) the revision of Article VI of the
California Constitution and (2) a proposal for the adoption of
pre-trial precedurs.

Mr. Burke stated that in his opinion one of the ocutstanding
needs for law revision in California is a revision of the Censtitution,
fle sketched briefly ths history of attempts to revise the present
Constitution. He stated that it seems apparent that an over-all
revision of ths Constitution is not feasible and suggested that a
worthwhile project might be to attempt in several succeeding general
elections to achieve deletion of mich of the materisl now found in
the Constitution, in order to provide a basis for a more affirmative
revision effort. He suggested in partiocular that Article X and
Sections 1 to 18 of Artiole XII should be repealed.

In response to a question from Chairman Stanton, Mr. Burke
stated that in his opinien the jurisdiction of the Judiocial Council
extends to civil, prabtta; and oriminal procedurs, i.s. the areas
falling within three of the four original Califernia Codes. He
stated, hovuv.r; that he believes that there is sufficient work to
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be dons to enable both the Judicial Cduncil and the Commission to
function in all of these areas. In response to another question

from Chairman Stanton, Mr. Burke said that the Judioial Council would
be happy to reoceive suggestions from the Law Revision Commission
relating to flelds in which the Judicial Councoil is interested. He
suggested the Commission might confer informally with him and that

he could then present the suggestions to the Judicial Counecil for
consideration.

Mr. Klepa stated that he doubted thst_tho Judicisal Counecil
has asted on suggestions for law revision received from outside
sources to any grest extent. He said that the staff of the Couneil
has worked ususally on ons or two mmjor projescts in each biennium;
for example, the Rules on Appeal prnjoat; the Administrative law
projsct, and the Inferior Court Reorganiszation project. The
relationship between the Commission and the Judicial Council was
further discussed at considerable length by the members of the
Cosmmisesion and Mr, Burke. At the end of this discussion Mr. Burke
left the meeting.

Discussion of Report te lLegislature

The Commission discussed the form which its first report to
the Legislature should take. At the end of the discussion a uotion
wvas nade by Mr. lLevit, seconded by Senator Dorsey, and mnanimously
passed that the Executive Seoretsary be instructed to prepare a
preolictinary draft of the Comedssien's first repert; that the report
should be in the form of a single report to cover what the Commimsion
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has been doing, what it proposes to do -- i.e., its Agenda - and its
apecific recommendations to the Legislature; and that the report
should have separate appendices on the Education Cods project, the
Probate Code project and the Agenda. It was agreed that the
Commission's report should be submitted to the Legialature in such

a way that it would be printed in the Journal without the appendices,
and that arrangements be made, if possible, to have the appendices
separately printed.

Freliminary Discussion of Agenda

The Cormission discussed wvhat general principles should be
followed in preparing its first Calendar of topics selected for
study to be reported to the Legialature in January. Chsirman
Stanton raised the question whether the Comuission should now decide
wvhether certain ocategories of subjects should be included in the
Commission's work and other categories excluded. Senator lorsey
expressed the view that the Commission should be careful not to
put on its first Calendar matters whioch sre highly ocentroversial,
&e.K., comparative negligence, Mr. Kleps stated that he believes
that the Commission should have a relatively small number of items
on its first Calendar - e.g., that ten items would be better than
fifty - in order to minimize conflict with the Interim Committees
of the Legislature., MNr. Fildew ralised the guestion vhether the
commiasion could not have a category of miscellaneous minor
substantive changes as a part of its agenda. These would not
involve problems requiring sxtended study but would be concernsd
with the correction of relatively minor defects in the law. lr.
Levit ralsed the gquestion whether the Commission should not aseek



authority from the Legislature to sct as a clearing-house for
suggestions for law revision from various persons in the State;
the Commission would then report to the Legislature twe categories
of matters (1) a group which the Commdssion would propese to study
in an extensive way; (2) a group which would not require extensive
study but oould be acted upon at once.

atio for Revision m Members
of Bench and Bar

On the afternoon of Thursday, Septsmber 23, beginning st 3:060
o'0leck, the Commission received members of the Dench and Bar who
responded to the Commission's general invitation to attend the
meeting for the purpese of making suggestions for substantive
revision of the law. The persons who atiended the meeting of the
Commigsion inoluded Mr. Norris Burke, Mr. Max Gilford of Hellywood,
Mr. Garrett Elmore of the State Bar and Seoretary of the Cormittee
on the Adiministration of Justice, Mr. Frank Davis of Hollyweod,

Mpr, Franois J. Carr of San Franoisco, Mr, Carlyle Miller of Santa
Cruz, Juidge Raymond Peters of San Francisco, Mrs, Frank Baker,
representing her husband, Mr. Frank Baker, of the Bancroft-~Whitney
Company of San Frlnnileo; Assemblyman S. C. Masterson of Riehmond,
Mr. Proffitt of Oskland, Dean Willism Presser of Boalt Hall, and
¥p. Homer Crotty of Los Angeles. The following suggestions wvare
made:

1. Mr. Max Gilford suggested that the Constitution of
Californis be revised and stated that he has some materials which may
be of interest if this projsct is undertaken.
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2., HMr. Garrett Elmore reported that the Committee on
Administration of Justioce of the State Bar has requested the
Board of Governors of the State Bar to request the Commission to
study the possibility of achieving greater uniformity with respect
to the various statutes in Californis relating to procedures to be
folloved in presenting olaims against governmental agencies. e
reported that there is material on this subject in 290 State Bar
Journal 230 and in the Supplement to the Sscond Progress Repert of
the Senats Interim Judicimry Committee, 1953 Regular Session. s
stated that the problem embraces claims both in the area of contracts
and ef torts and that the Committee on the Administration of
Justioe has wrestled with the preodlem unsuccessfully for twe or
thres years. He reported that no Statae Bar Committes is now
working en the subjesot,

3. Mr. Frank Davis of the Hellywood Bar suggested that in
the case of porsons vho have been juvenile delinguents and have
boen rehabilitated soms procedurs ought to be available te expunge
the resord of their juvenile delinquency and to make it possible
for them to make application for licenses, etc., without disclesing
this faot,

4. Judge Peters eslaborated on his suggestion te the Commiseion
that statutory instructions be enssted for use in personal injury
osses, concerning such matters as negligence, contributery
negligence, preximate causs, etc. There wvas considerable discussion
of whether statutery instruoctiona on abstract principles of law
would meet the problem. Judge Beters said that they have done se
in the case of certain instructiens in eriminal cases.



5. Judge Peters suggested that the Commission might also
consider the problem whether decisions of the Appelliate Departments
of the Superier Court should be subjected te reviev.

€. Mr. Homer Crotty suggested that the Commission consider
the problen of the establishment of minime standards of judicial
adrinistration in California. In this conneotien ha oalled
attention ® the book on this subjeot written some years ago by
Chief Justiocs Vanderbilt of the New Jersey Supreme Court.

7. The Commiszsion also received the suggestion that it
consider whether California should sdopt the Federal rule prohibiting
the use of evidence which is illegally obtalned.

Desn Prosser of the Law School at the University of
Californis was introduced and Chairwman Stanton asked him for his
epinien respecting vhether the Commissien should undertake a study
of imputed negligence betwesn isbhand amd wife in Cglifernia. Dean
Prosser stated that while in general he believes that the Law
Revision Conmission must consern itself with controversial matters
if 1t is to be effective, it may possibly be unvise te put a
subject as contreversial as that of imputed negligenos on its
calendar in the rirst year of its operstion,

Agends Matters

The Exacutive Seeretary reported that expenditurss under
the Agenda contract with Stanford Unfiversity to September 15
totalled $1,197.23 ($987.67 for ressarch uoﬂtotl; $165.756 for
stenegraphic services and §73.80 fer supplies) leaving $802.78
still svailable of the original $2,000 appropriation. The
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Executive Secretary reported that the Agenda contract with
Stanford will terminate by its terms on October 31. He reported
that Stanford’'s work under the ocontract has been very satisfaoctory
and that the study and reports being made pursuant to the contrascti
ought to be continued to enable the Commission to prepare its
Agenda as provided in Section 10335 ef the Government Code. The
Executive Seoretary suggested that the Agenda contract with
Stanford be extended to June 30, 1955 and that additienal funds

be made available. After this proposal was discussed, Mr. Babbage
made & motion which was seceonded by ¥Mr, Thurman and unanimously
passed that the Comsdssion's Agenda contraoct with Stanford University
be extended to June 30, 19565 and that additienal funds in the
amount of $1,000 be made available te finance the contract,

The Commission decided that in the future matters to be
considered for inclusiaon en the Commission's Calendar will be first
considered by a Committee of the Commission which shall make a
report and recommendations to the Commission.

The Executive Secretary was direscted to have a study made
to determine what California statutes, if any, have been declared
uncenstitutional by the Supreme Court of the United States or
the Supreme Court of Califernia sinoce the last repert of the
Legislative Counsel on this subject, se that these statutes oan
be reported to the Legislature in accordance with Section 10331 of

the Govermment Code,

C nd af Topios Proposed for Stu

The Commission considered a number of suggestions which
it has received from members of the Bench and Bar with respect to
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topics to be included on its Calendar of topics selected for study
to be reperted to the Leglelature in Jamuary. It was decided that
each suggestion considered would bs tentatively put in ene of five
categeriesn:

1) Current Agenda -~ Suggestions tentatively accepted for
inclusion on the Commiasion’s first Calendar to be reported to the
Legisiature in January, 18456,

2) Deferred - Suggestions wvhieh the Commission deems worthy
of study in the nesr future but does not wish to include on its
first Calendar,

3) Postpened - Suggestions which the Commission desms worthy
of study after the topiocs included on the Current and Deferred lists
have been studied,

4) Not Acceptad - Suggestions which the Commission
declded not to study.

5) Under Investigation - Suggestions requiring further
investigaiien bvefeore the Commiasion can deocide what action to take

upon them,
The following disposition was made of 1954 Suggestions Nos. 1
through 37 as & result of disoussion of them by the Commission:

rent nd

Nes, 10, 31{(1 d 31(2) - Study to determine whesther
SArsay e in California should be revised.

No. '_1_4.&1 - Study to determine whether $31377 snd 1378 of
e Penal Code, relating to compromise of certain
misdemeanor offenses, should be revised partiocularly
in light of the repeal of $811 of the Penal Code.

No, 15(3) - Study to determine whether a statute sheuld be
snacted rendering it unnecessary in guiet title suilts
against deceased persens to have an administrater

appointed.
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No. 23(3) - Study to determine whether $85808 of the Government
de, relating to procedure when s ocity er county
legislative body performs the functions of a planning
commission should be revised,

No, 33 - Study to determine whether $137.3 of the Civil Code
should be smended to provide that in defanlt divorece
and anmulment cases the court may allow reasenable
attorney fees and costs without g previous order to
show cause or notice of motion if the same are praysd
in the cemplaint,

Deferrad

Nos, 2 and 256 - Study to determine whether it would be desirable
and feasible to enact statutory instructiens for personal
injury cases to cever such matiers as negligence,
contributery negligence, proximate cause, res ipsa
loguitur and iast olear chance,

Nes, 5, 8, 27 and 30 - Study te determine whether the
commitment procedures for mentally 11l persons set
forth in the Welfars and Institutiens Cede should be
revised, with particular attention to the commitment
procadures in respect of sexual psychopaths.

No. 36 ~ Study to determine whether the Califernia rule

T Imputing the negligence of one spouse to another when
the recovery will be cemsunity property sheuld be
abolished or modified,

Postponed

No, 4 - Study to determine whether the words "to a moral
sertainty” should be eliminated from $1098 of the
Penal Code and instruections in criminal cases,

No, 1. - Study to determine whether §1962 of the Code of
vil Procedurs, which oreates a conclusive presumption
that the issue of & wife cehadbiting with her husband 1is
legitimate, sheuld be revised to provide an exception
when a blood test would normally be given the effaect
of negating paternity under $1980.6 of the Code of
Civil Procsdure.

Not Acospted

Nog, 1 - Sufg::tion by Assexblyman Conrsd that the Commiasion
oons whether it would welcome an assigmment to
standardize election procedures in Califernias.
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No. 11 ~ Suggestion that the Commission consider certain
proposed amendments of the astatutes dealing with
procedurs in cenneotion with decrees confirming,
vaoating or modifying avards made in arbitration proceedings.

No 5;% -~ Suggestion that the rule permitiing a defendant
ached by proof of a former ocenvictien of orime

« 12 -
be re ed.
No. 12(2) - Suggestion that the rule that former criminal

acts of s udefendant in a eriminal oase may be shown to
prove scheme, plan, or motive be repsaled.

No. 1%{32 - Suggestion that a defendant's attorney be given
s same scoess 1o witnesses in juvenile halls and
under the jurisdictien of juvenile officers as proseouting
attorneys nev have.

N§ . LS‘%E - 8:::::tian that when several defendants are charged
a and one of them is on probation, s hearing
on whether or not bation sheuld be revoked sheould
not be held prier to the trisl of the fellow defendants.

5) - Suggestien that a lav be passed permitting an
:5 r?ni';onltitntinnallrta have one peremptory challenge
a Ju .

No, ;gigt - Suggestion that the California habitusl criminal
statutes be made mers striot.

No, ;5’;! - estion that consideration be given the adoption
o e Pederal Rules of Civil Procedurs in Californis.

No, 15(2) - Suggestion that the statutory sectlons on mechanlocs
on laws be revised.

No. ;85%% - ation that the penalty on secend offense
en vors under $502 of the Califernis Vehicle Code
bs lowered in erder to place second offenses within the
jurisdiction of the lower courts.

Ng, 18(3) - Suggestion that Vehicle Code §743, permitiing a
perexptory challenge to a judge in certain traffice
oases, be repealed.

No., ggib! - Sugft-tien that provision be made for the taking
° positions of witnesses residing eut of state in
small oclaims astiens,

No, 23 ~ Suggestion that the jurisdiction of the small
o*%*hs court be snlarged frem $100 to $300.

No, 34 - stion that Code of Civil Procedurs §538.3 be
te provide that the minimum amount for which an
attachment will iasue be $30 instead of $30.
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No. 28(3) - Suggestion that provision be made to glve
sbaentee ballots to clolstered nuns who are not
pormitted by the rules of their order to leave the
convent .,

No, 31531 - Suggestion that the Code exemptions from jury
¥ be revised to limit the sxemptions,

Under Investigation

Ne. 3 (oheok with Judioial Couneil)
No. 6 (chesk first suggestion with Probate Code project
and seaond with Controller's office)
No., 7 {rtport in process
No, 9 (report in precess
No. 13 (1) (cheok with State Bar)
No. 16 (cheok with Stats Bar)
No. 17 (report in process
No. 1f (report in precess
Yo. 20 (repert in precess
No. 21 (report in process
No. 32A (report in process)
Ne. 26 ( rt in precess)
No, 2821} rofar to Legislative Gounselg
28(2) (refsr to Legislative Counsel
No. 29 2r-port in process)
No. 32 (Mr. Kleps will disouss with Judge Halbert and
report to Commission)
No. 34 (report in process
Yo, 35 (report in process
%o. 37 {oheek with State Bar)

Propesed Budget for 19556-56

The Executive Secretary submitted a revised draft of a budget
of the Commission for fiscal year 18955-58. After discussien and
some changes, the draft was approved and the Chairman was direocted
te submit the Commiseion's preposed budget to the Department of Finance
to be supplemented by such information relating te the work of thse
Conmisaien for fiscal year 1965.58 as may be available freom time
to time.
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Eduoation Code act

The Executive Secretiry reported that expenditures under the
Commission's Education Codo sontract with Stanford University teo
September 15, 19564 totalled $3,835.49 ($2,830.90 for ressarch services,
$609.26 for stenographic services and $305.33 for supplies), leaving
a total of $6,164.51 available for the $10,000 committed to the
sontract, He reperted that there is also available $2,000 of the
Educatien Code appropriation which has not yet been committed to
the ocontract.

The Exeoutive Secretary reperted that it 1s necessary for
Stanford University to ;1nd someone to sssume direet supervision of
the Eduoation Cede projeot. He stated that the University has been
‘disoussing with Mr, George Brunn, a Stanford law graduate of 1950
and @ member of the Bar practicing in San Prancisce, the possibility
of his taking charge of the Education Code project at Stanferd.
¥Mr. Brunn would be paid a salary of $800 per month, The Executive
Secretary reported that in his opinion and that of other members
of the Stanford faculty Mr., Brunn is well qualified teo do the werk.

The Executive Secretary also stated that Stanford is considering
the employment of Mrs. Rigmor Barker, a member of the Bar now
pracsticing in Santa Barbaras, as a Research Assistant under the
Edusation Code contract at a salary of §500 per month. He reperted
that Mrs. Barker graduated from the University eof California Law
School fin 1927, served in the office of the District Atterney in
Santa Barbara County for several years, and then served with the
Department ofJustice in New Yerk and Washington fer a mumber of
years. Mra, Barker has been given strong recommendations by her
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superiors in all of these offices,

The Exssutive Secretary reported that if both Mr. Brunn and
Mrs. Barker are hired, the Education Code appropriation of $12,000
will be virtually exhausted by December 31, 1954. The staff
assembled at Stanford to work on the Education Code preject will
then have to be disbanded unleas other funds are made available.
The Exeocutive Secretary stated that in his opinion this would be
most undesirable if the Commisaion is to be given a further assignment
to revise the Code by the next Leglslature because s new and
inexperienced staff will then have to be assembled, He raised the
question whether the work at Stanford might be contimued after
December 31, 1954 by (s) having the Commission appropriste a part
of the ressareh fumds in 1te 19854-556 budget to carry en the work
for a time after that date and (D) seeking a deflciency appropriation
from the Legislature to carry en the work until the next regular
appropriation for the Educatien Code revision project becomes
available. This problem was disoussed at length. Senator Dorsey
and Mr, Xleps beth expressed the opinien that it would be almost
imposeible to odtain s deficiency apprepriatien. It was therefore
decided net to seek such an apprepriation and, in censequence, not
to utilixe any of the Commission's ressareh funds for the Education
Code project. The projeect vill terminate as of Decembder 31, 1954,
to be resumed Ly the Commission if, as, and when the leglslature
directs the Cemmissien to do so and makes the necessary funds
available.

The Executive Seorstary raised the question whether he should
report to Ir. Pulliam's committes and to Assemblyman Geddes, the
aponser of the Education Code revision bill, the general situation
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with respect to the revision project: (1) that work on the Bduoatien
Code revisien projnct‘uill be terminated on December 31, 19543 (2)
that the Commission will probably sponsor a limited rnumber of bills
to revise the Education Code in January; and (3) that the Cosmmission
will probably then report to the Legislature that the Jjob 13 not yet
done with an estimate of the time and meney which would be required
to finish {it, After diaoussicn; 1t was decided that these matters
sheuld be communicated tothe Committes and to Assemblyman Geddes.

The Exacutive Seoretary reperted that the arrangement to
have a group of educator-consultants assist in the revision of the
Education Code has gone forward. He reported that more than 40 such
sonsultants have been selected amd that nearly all of them have
indicated their willingness to serve., He reported that he has written
to each of these censultants outlining his proposed participation
in the project, which is to censisti of making a careful study of
parts of the Educatien Code aasijnud to him and reporting to the
Comui ssion seotions which are, in his opinion, ambigmous, obsolete
or confliocting. Each consultant will also receive for comment and
oriticism oeples of the proposed revisien of the Code prepared by the
staff at Stanferd whioh fall in the area assigned fer him. The
Executive Secretary reported that esch of the sgnsultants has been
asked to send to the Commdssion by October 15 as many suggestions
a3 he oan and to send additienal suggestions thereafter,

The Executive Secretary reported that the present cireulation
of proposed revisions of the Educatien Code is the following: 12 coples
are sent to the State Department of Eduoatien and one ocopy each is
gent to each memder of Dr, Pulliam's Committee, each of the
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educator-consultants concerned, the Atterney General's office,

Mr. George Wakefield of the County Counsel's office in Los Angeles
County, Mr. Ray Sullivan, County Counsel of Riverside County, and
the professors of education administration at Stanford University
and the University of California. This program of oiroulation of
proposed revisions was approved.

The gquestion of appointing committees of the Comumlawmioi
to study the proposed revisions ef the Eduncation Cede prior to
their presentation te the whole Commission was then disoussed. It
wvas declided that three commitiees shall be appeinted:

Comuitiee No, 1 ~- Messrs, Stanton and Thurman
Conmittee No. 2 —- Messra. Kleps and Swan
Committes No. 3 ~~ Messrs. Babbage and Flldew
The Chairman, assisted by the Executive Secretary, will sssign
proposed revisions of the Code to these Committees for atudy.
The Comxitiees will meet with the Exeocutive Secretary, disocusa ihe
proposals with him, and make recommendations oconcerning them te the
Commission. ,

The Exsoutive Seoretary raised the gquestion whether it weuld
be agreeable, after the Commission has approved a particular prepesed
revisien of the Code, for him to make mingr shanges therein with
respect to such matters as punetustien, the elimination of miner
unnacessqry words, the capitalization or non-capitalization ef letters,
ato, The making of such minor changes withoeut further consultation
with the Cemmrdssion was appreved.

The Executive Secretary raised the guestion of wvhe will draft
the 0ills recommended by the Cemmission. After discussion, it was
deolded that the bills will be drafted by the Leglislative Counsel's
office.
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The Cormission disonssed what procedurs will be fellowed in
handling the bills recommended by the Commission in the Leglislature.
It was agreed that the Legislative members of the Commission will
sponsor the Commission's bills and that if possible, an arrangement
should be made with the Legislature whereby the hills will be
designated in such & way as to indicate that they are bills
recommended by the Law Revision Commission.

The Commission censidered whether it would approve in
principls the proposed revisions of the previsions of the Educatien
Code dealing with the appointiment and election of scheol district
governing board members whioch have been prepared by the staff at
Stanford and sent to the members of the Cosmission. The Exeoutive
Secrstary peinted out that these revisiens invelve a fairly
thorough recasting of the provisiens of the Code relating to these
natters,‘rnquiring substantive revision in some cases in order te
provide uniforadty with respesct to elections in vardous distriots,
After discuasion, the Commissien approved in prinoiple this type
of revision of the Educatien Cede,

There being no further busineaz, the mesting was adjourned
at 3:45 PM, Friday, September 24, 1954,

Respectfully submitted,

John R, ﬁobonnugh, Jr.
Executive Secretary



